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SUPPLEMENTTO PROPOSEDVALIDATION OF ACARUSTELARIUS,
TROMBIDIUM TILIARIUM AND TETRANYCHUSURTICAE.

Z.N.(S.) 1564.

By H. Bruce Boudreaux and Gudo Dosse {Department of Entomology, Louisiana

State University, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, U.S.A., and Institutfur Pflanzenschutz,

Stuttgart I Hohenheim, Germany, respectively.)

1. In our proposal of 1963 (Boudreaux and Dosse, 1963, Bull. zool.

Nomencl. 20 : 365-366, 21 Oct., we had not mentioned the designation of a

neotype for Acarus telarius Linne, 1758, made by van Eyndhoven (1962, Ento-
mologische Berichten, 11 : 182). There are then two specimens designated as

neotype: The one of van Eyndhoven (op. cit.), which is represented by a specimen
of the Linden Mite, also known as Eotetranychus tiliarius (Joh. Herman, 1804),

and the one of Boudreaux and Dosse (op. cit.), which is represented by a speci-

men of the Carmine Mite, also known as Tetranychus cinnabarinus (Boisduval,

1867).

2. Since these two neotypes each represent a different species, it is necessary

that one be validated and the other suppressed by the Commission under its

plenary powers in the consideration of our proposal in apposition to van
Eyndhoven's counterproposal (1964, Bull, zool Nomencl. 21 : 86-88). The
neotype selection by van Eyndhoven has priority over our action, but it should
be suppressed because the species he used for the type was misidentified. Our
reasons for considering this species to have been misidentified were discussed in

our original proposal.

3. In the same counterproposal (1964, op. cit.) van Eyndhoven designated

a lectotype from a non-existent series of "syntypes." Weconsider this action

invalid because there is no specimen or figure in existence to permit study of

this "specimen."

4. In order to present our proposal in apposition to that of van Eyndhoven,
so that voting by the commission can be facilitated, we submit the following

amended proposal as a substitute for our original proposal (Z.N.(S.) 1564).

The arguments we presented remain the same.

(a) Weask that the Commission, under its plenary powers, declare invalid

the neotype designation for Acarus telarius Linne, 1758, as published in

Entomologische Berichten, 11 : 182, 1962;

(b) Wefurther ask that the following names be placed on the Official List of

Approved Specific Names

:

(1) telarius Linne, 1758, as published in the combination Acarus telarius,

as defined by the neotype designated by Boudreaux & Dosse,

1963;

(2) tiliarium Joh. Hermann, 1804, as published in the combination

trombidium (sic) tiliarium in a note added to the book of his son,

J. F. Hermann, as defined by the neotype designated by Boudreaux
& Dosse, 1963;
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(3) urticae Koch, 1836, as published in the combination Tetranvchus
urticae, as defined by the neotype designated by Boudreaux &
Dosse, 1963;

(c) Wefurther ask, for the reasons given by van Eyndhoven (op. cit., 1964)
and because they have not been used as senior synonyms since their
pubhcation, that the following names be placed on the Oflicial List of
Rejected and Invalid Specific Names, as nomina oblita:
{\)sambuci Schrank, 1781, as published in the combination Acarus

sambuci;

{2)textor Fourcroy, 1785, as published in the combination Acarus
textor.


